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ABSTRACT 

In*.«iv.uti«!jtions  among  ratings  on  IS  personality  traits,  selected  as  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  personality  domain,  were  obtained  for  eight  samples.  These 
samples  differed  in  length  of  acquaintanceship  from  three  days  to  more  than  a 
year;  in  hind  of  acquaintance^, ip  from  assessment  programs  in  a  military  training 
course  to  a  fraternity  house  situation;  ic  type  of  subject  from  airmen  with  only  a 
high  school  education  to  male  and  female  undergraduate  students  to  first-year 
graduate  students;  and  in  type  of  rater  from  very  naive  persons  to  clinical  psy¬ 
chologists  and  psychiatrists  with  years  of  experience  in  the  evaluation  o t  per¬ 
sonality.  Centroid  or  multiple-group  factors  were  extracted  and  rotated  orthogo¬ 
nally  to  simple  structure.  For  one  study,  an  independent  solution  was  obtained 
in  which  analytic  rotations  were  accomplished  on  an  IBM  6S0  computer  using 
Kaiser's  normal  varimax  criterion.  Five  fairly  strong  and  recurrent  factors 
emerged  from  each  analyst*  labeled  as  (1)  S urgency,  (2)  Agreeableness,  (3) 
Dependability,  (t)  Emoti..irl  Stability,  and  (S)  Culture. 
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RECURRENT  PERSONALITY  FACTORS  BASED 
0»:  TRAIT  RATINGS' 


INTRODUCTION 

The  measurement  of  personality  by  means  of  trait  ratings  baa  a  history  of  at  least  fifty 
.ivrrs,  dating  back  to  the  investigations  of  Heymans  &  Wiersma  (1909)  in  which  400  physicians 
rated  over  2500  individuals.  After  a  brief  siege  of  interest  in  the  <*ea  in  the  1920‘s,  few  re¬ 
search  studies  were  caried  out  on  trait  ratings  until  fairly  recently.  Several  early  investigators 
reported  findings  indicating  that  ratings  of  personality  traits  were  guite  unreliable,  and  thus  not 
very  useful  measurements.  At  the  sane  time,  the  increasing  popularity  of  the  Gestalt  and 
Dynamic  Psychology  theories  with  their  view  that  man  must  be  studied  as  a  whole  person  in 
action  did  little  to  stimulate  interest  in  trait  measurement.  However,  the  concept  of  the  "whole 
person,"  although  it  may  ultimately  lead  to  neatest  accuracy  of  description  and  prediction,  is 
unmanageable  from  a  measurement  point  of  view  and  will  likely  remain  so  far  some  time  to  come. 
Furthermore,  as  Cattell  (1946)  has  pointed  out,  the  trait  concept  does  not  preclude  the  concept 
of  :he  whole  person,  since  any  person  can  be  rmiquety  md  adequately  described  by  a  combination 
of  a  number  of  independent  traits  or  (actors.  Although  early  studies  indicated  personality  trait 
ratings  to  be  unreliable  (low  rater  agreement1,  unstable  (specific  to  the  rating  situation),  and 
contaminated  by  a  large  general  factor  (halo!,  Symoodn  (1931)  ad  Allport  (1937)  concluded  that 
such  deficiencies  might  be  overt  ome  by  the  jse  of  I  airly  large  groups  of  rotors  who  have  ob¬ 
served  the  subjects'  day-to-day  behavior  «*rer  a  considerable  period  of  tisw,  ad  by  requiring  the 
rating  of  several  si-bjcrts  oa  oae  trait  at  a  time,  rather  tba  the  rating  of  each  subject  a  several 
traits  at  a  lime. 

Several  recent  studies  bare  barn  out  Symonds'  md  Allpart's  conclusions.  Results  from  the 
Veterans  Administration  Research  Program  a  the  Selection  of  Clinical  Psychologists  as  re¬ 
ported  by  Kelly  &  Fiske  (1951)  tentatively  indicated  that  ratings  on  personality  traits  were  predic¬ 
tive  of  future  behavior.  Tapes  (19Y7.  1959)  is  studies  using  Air  Force  officer  cmedidotes  end 
senior  Air  Force  officers  os  subjects  found  peer  ratings  a  personality  traits  to  be  predictive  of 
later  performance  as  second  lieutenants  is  the  case  of  the  officer  candidates,  and  to  be  related  to 
toe  current  but  iadepcaieut  own*  urea  of  officer  performance  in  the  latter  group.  Furthermore,  the 
profiles  of  the  correlations  between  personality  traits  and  officer  performance  were  quite  similm 
is  the  two  groups.  All  three  of  these  studies,  as  well  as  one  by  Mays  (1954).  indicated  that  eves 
though  personality  trait  ratings  by  a  single  rater  nay  be  guite  unreliable  (about  .2  to  .3),  ratings 
obtained  bom  e  group  of  raters  (10  to  20  raters)  when  summed  yielded  scares  whose  reliabilities 
were  guile  satisfactory  (.1  to  .9).  In  general,  it  may  be  concluded  that  ratings  on  personality  traits 
are  usefci  predictors  of  future  behavior  and  that  such  ratings  yield  sufficiently  reliable  individual 
difference  a  to  b*  useful  in  tbemeeives.  either  lor  the  study  o<  individual  differences  in  personality 
or  as  tritvria  against  which  other  typo*  of  personality  measures  (fas  essay le.  paper  end  pencil  tests) 
mey  he  validated. 

As  Indicated  by  Cyseoch  (1951)  and  French  (195>i  many  studies  here  been  reported  concerning 
the  factor  structure  underlying  personality  trait  rati  eg  variables.  In  spile  of  this  fact  the  domain  has 
not  beea  at  all  dearly  dc'ined-  Cattell  (1945  1947.  1949)  bus  published  two  factor  analyses  of  emu 
end  one  of  woman,  each  bused  oa  ratings  of  15  personality  traits  selected  to  represent  the  entire  per¬ 
sonality  ova.  In  each  be  found  I  i  or  1 2  factors  which  be  bus  identified  os  simitar  in  the  three 
analyses.  For  many  of  these  lector*,  sows  vet.  the  lector  leadings  ere  so  small  that  some  lector 
analysts  would  hesitate  to  try  to  interpret  them  at  ell.  Fiske  (1949)  enulyseo  ratings  of  22  of  the 
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toot  or  highly  similar  vrlabla  using  bag  inning  graduate  students  in  clinical  psychology  for  his 
smapte.  He  obtained  about  tha  sasw  factorial  struct  nr*  from  ratings  of  tha  stud  acts  by  themselves 
(salf-ratiags),  by  tbair  poors,  and  by  clinical  p.-.ychologistu.  However,  a  compmisoa  of  the  fcct«*-s 
isolated  by  Fisho  with  thoso  dofinod  by  Cattoll  is  guito  difficult,  in  spite  of  tha  fact  that  tha 
variables  used  by  Fisho  in  tbo  main  corresponded  quite  closely  with  those  used  by  Cattail.  Some 
similarities  can  be  noted  between  the  Cattail  and  Fisho  factors,  but  it  is  difficult  to  tell  whether 
the  differences  observed  are  a  function  of  divergent  extraction  and  rotational  philosophies,  the 
nature  of  the  samples  rated,  the  not  tee  of  the  rater  groups,  or  the  omission  of  13  of  the  trait  vari¬ 
ables  from  the  Fish*  study.  Attempts  to  compare  the  results  of  either  the  Fishe  or  Cattail  analyses 
with  those  ioand  by  other  investigators  ms  generally  futile,  since  it  is  rmely  possible  to  determine 
from  the  studies  whether  all,  soma,  or  for  that  matter,  any  of  the  vmiahles  used  are  similar  bom  one 
study  to  another.  When  what  might  be  '^current  factors  me  found  (e.g..  extroversion-introversion, 
esiotionaUty-stiAility,  and  conformity- independence),  differences  in  the  nature  of  variables  identifying 
these  factors  me  such  as  to  mahe  impossible  any  but  subjective  judgments  as  to  their  possible  iimi- 
Imities. 

The  present  study  was  designed  to  help  cimify  the  personality  Unit-rating  dcmcis.  The  goal 
was  to  isolate  meaningful  and  relativr  ly  independent  trait-rating  factors  which  are  universal  enough 
to  appear  in  a  vmiety  ot  samples,  and  which  me  not  unduly  sensitive  to  the  rating  conditions  or 
situations. 


kCTIIOD 

Fight  inter  correlation  matrices  were  factored  and  rotated  orthogonally  to  approximate  simple 
structure.2  The  matrices  were  selected  is  such  a  way  that  differences  due  to  the  traits  rated  would 
be  minimised,  while  differences  in  the  type  of  1  objects,  raters,  and  situations  would  be  maximized. 
None  of  the  analyses  were  tinned  out  "blind"  (without  identification  of  the  vmiables).  nor  were 
they  made  independently  of  one  another.  The  goal  was  to  rotate  the  separate  factor  matrices  into 
similar  structure  while  at  the  sums  time  {allowing  accepted  principles  of  rot  at  ion  and  arriving  at 
simpi.  structure. 

Far  campon soa  purposes,  aae  of  the  sole! toms  was  redetermined  in  a  completely  abjective 
manner  by  subjecting  the  centroid  factors  to  a  van  max  rotational  program  on  an  IBM  6 VO  campoter. 

The  trait  variables  coloring  into  each  analysis  were  smeeg  the  IS  developed  by  Cattail  (1947). 
whc  need  as  a  basis  the  comprehensive  list  of  adjectives  originally  identified  by  Allport  &  Odbort 
( 1 9)6)  as  describing  homos  behavior.  Faeh  *roi!  is  bipolar,  with  each  pale  defined  by  a  short  yawp 
of  adjectives  or  phrases.  These  trait*  are  believed  especially  appropriate  for  an  investigation  of 
the  trail -rating  domain  since  the  uethnd  hy  which  they  were  developed  ted  to  some  assurance  that 
they  me  representative  of  the  entire  personality  area.  The  bipolar  names  of  these  traits  eppem  in 
Trhles  l-i  below.  For  Iheir  defining  adjectives  or  phrase*  the  reader  is  referred  to  Cottell  (1947). 
Fishe  (19491.  or  Tapes  (1917). 

Three  of  the  t at ercorre lottos  matrices  me  honed  ee  Air  Force  Officer  Candidate  School  sub¬ 
jects  who  rated  each  othee  >■  various  sited  pegs.  One  analysis  is  hast  4  oa  Air  Force  lie  Id  grade 
officers  (meiers  end  e  ten  lieutenant  co  lost  Is)  who  irtad  each  ether  while  students  et  the  Air  Force 
Ceenoead  and  Staff  School.  T«  analyse*  ere  rural  at  io  as  of  analyses  published  by  C  St  tell  (1947. 
1941)  in  which  the  subjects  are  mete  end  ‘ample  callage  elate  els.  The  two  final  one. yea*  ere 
Keved  oe  tore  of  Fishe'*  (1943)  mtercorre.etroa  matrtce*  *«t  >  sting*  of  first-yem  graduate  students 
in  c’-iaicul  peychoiegy.  tv  the  fast  cl  ihes*,  rating*  were  asioieed  from  peers;  in  the  second,  rating* 
were  ohtuired  bum  e^ert raced  clinical  psychologists  and  psychiatrists. 
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All  groups  of  subjects  and  raters  are  described  below.  Briefly,  they  differ  in  length  of  ac¬ 
quaintanceship  from  throe  days  tc  a  year  or  more;  in  kind  of  acquaintanceship  from  assessment 
programs  to  a  military  training  course  to  a  fraternity  house  situation;  in  type  of  subject  from  airmen 
with  only  a  high  school  education  to  male  and  female  undergraduate  students  to  first-year  graduate 
students;  and  in  type  of  rater  from  very  naive  persons  to  clinical  psychologists  or  psychiatrists 
with  years  of  experience  in  the  evaluation  of  personality.  It  would  appear  that  any  factors  common 
to  all  of  these  groups  would  hove  a  wide  range  of  generality  both  In  terms  of  type  of  subject  oaid 
type  of  rating  situation. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  EIGHT  STUDIES 

STUDY  A.  OCS  790-CASE  SAMPLE 

The  subjects  were  790  male  graduates  of  OCS  Classes  49B,  50A,  SOB,  50C,  51B,  and  51D. 

The  earliest  class,  49B,  was  graduated  in  December  1949;  the  latest,  51D,  was  graduated  in  De¬ 
cember  1951.  All  candidates  in  each  class  had  been  selected  from  a  much  larger  number  of  appli¬ 
cants  (selection  ratio  about  ten  applicants  for  each  vacancy)  on  the  basis  of  a  board  interview,  a 
biographical  inventory  designed  to  measure  leadership  characteristics,  and  differential  credit  for 
completion  of  more  than  the  required  minimum  of  two  years  of  college.  For  applicants  on  active 
duty  in  an  enlisted  status,  an  evaluation  form  completed  by  the  applicant's  commanding  officer  was 
also  considered.  The  a  erage  age  was  23.6  years,  with  a  standard  deviation  of  1.5  and  a  range  of 
from  2H.5  to  26.5  years.  The  average  education  was  3.6  years  of  college,  with  a  standard  deviation 
of  0.6  and  a  range  of  from  2  to  6  years.  Distributions  on  both  variables  were  decidedly  skewed  to¬ 
ward  the  lower  end.  Slightly  over  half  of  each  class  came  from  an  enlisted  status,  with  the  others 
selected  for  OCS  directly  from  civilian  life. 

Each  OCS  class  was  divided  at  the  start  of  training  into  flights  of  from  25  to  30  candidates 
each.  Each  flight  lived  together  in  one  dormitory,  ate  as  a  flight,  and  attended  classes  and  drill 
as  a  flight.  In  fact,  nearly  all  of  each  candidate's  time  was  spent  with  his  flight,  and  he  soon  be¬ 
came  intimately  acquainted  with  each  of  his  fellow  flight  members.  It  was  the  well-organized  OCS 
flight  which  constituted  the  rating  group  in  the  present  study.  Each  candidate  rated  all  his  fellow 
flight  members  and  was  in  turn  rated  by  all  Ids  fellow  flight  members  on  30  of  the  35  Cattell  traits. 
Each  rater  was  required  to  pick  one-third  of  the  group  as  best  described  by  the  definition  at  each  end 
of  each  bipolar  trait. 

Lengths  of  acquaintanceship  at  time  of  rating  varied  from  as  little  as  three  weeks  for  one 
class  to  one  year  in  another  (this  class  rated  each  other  six  months  after  graduation  from  OCS  at 
the  end  of  an  on-the-job  training  period  at  Lackland  Air  Force  Base). 

Product-moment  Intercorrelation  matrices  of  the  30  traits  were  computed  for  each  class  sepa¬ 
rately.  A  final  matrix  was  then  obtained  by  talcing  the  median  correlation  between  each  pair  of 
traits  in  the  separate  class  matrices.  Eight  factors  were  extracted  from  this  matrix  using  the  com¬ 
plete  centroid  method,  and  rotated  to  orthogonal  simple  structure. 

STUDY  B.  OCS3-DAY  ASSESSMENT  SAMPLE 

The  subjects  were  125  male  officer  candidates  in  OCS  Class  55B,  whose  ages  ranged  from 
20‘A  through  27.  A  little  more  than  half  had  no  college  training;  about  a  fifth  had  some  college; 
and  about  a  fifth  were  college  graduates.  All  had  some  previous  Air  Force  enlisted  service  rang¬ 
ing  from  one  year  to  seven,  with  a  median  of  2A  years.  The  majority  were  planning  on  an  Air  Force 
career  and  all  bad  been  required  to  sign  a  contract  for  three  years  of  commissioned  service  after 
graduation  from  OCS.  All  had  been  screened  on  a  measure  of  general  learning  abllity-tbe  Officer 
Quality  composite  of  the  Air  Force  Officer  Qualifying  Test.  Eighty-five  per  cent  of  the  class  had 
OQ  scores  as  high  as  the  upper  10%  of  the  general  population  of  young  males  and  as  the  upper  <10% 
of  college  freshmen. 
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Ratings  were  obtained  at  the  end  of  a  three-day  assessment  program  just  prior  to  the  start  of 
OCS.  Rating  groups  consisted  of  12  candidates,  six  of  whom  had  observed  each  other  in  an  intensive 
series  of  group  and  individual  performance  testr,  and  six  of  whom  had  only  shared  a  barrack  floor  anc 
dining  table  with  the  other  six.  Each  rater  was  required  to  pick  the  four  subjects  who  were  best  de¬ 
scribed  by  each  end  of  the:  bipolar  trait. 

Five  multiple  group  factors  (corresponding  to  the  five  found  in  Study  A)  were  extracted,  along 
with  three  centroids.  All  eight  factors  were  rotated  to  simple  structure. 

STUDY  C.  OCS  END-OF-TRAINING  ASSESSMENT  SAMPLE 

These  are  the  same  subjects  who  were  used  in  Study  B.  At  the  end  of  the  assessment,  the 
groups  were  re-formed  into  OCS  flights  of  from  15  to  20  candidates  each.  No  two  flight  members  had 
been  members  of  the  same  assessment  group.  Near  the  end  of  the  six-months  OCS  course,  members 
of  each  flight  rated  each  ether  on  the  30  traits.  Raters  were  asked  to  pick  the  third  who  were  best 
described  by  each  end  of  each  bipolar  trait.  These  ratings,  although  based  on  the  same  subjects, 
were  entirely  independent  of  the  ratings  analy7ed  in  Study  B. 

Five  multiple-group  and  three  centroid  fa-tors  were  extracted  from  these  data  and  rotated  to 
simple  structure. 

STUDY  D.  COMMAND  AND  STAFF  SCHOOL  SAMPLE 

The  subjects  were  500  students  in  the  Air  Force  Command  and  Staff  School  Class  of  1958. 
These  officers  had  been  screened  originally  or.  about  the  same  basis  as  the  OCS  samples.  However, 
at  the  time  the  trait  ratings  were  obtained  the  average  Command  and  Staff  School  officer  was  about 
15  years  older  and  had  approximately  15  more  years  of  military  experience  than  the  average  OCS 
subject.  Nearly  all  of  the  officers  rated  held  the  rank  of  major,  although  the  sample  included  a  few 
holding  the  rank  of  lieutenant  colonel. 

Hatings  or.  30  of  the  bipolar  traits  were  obtained  on  these  subjects  after  they  had  been  in  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  Command  and  Staff  School  about  two  months.  Each  rating  group  was  composed  of 
from  12  to  14  officers  who  attended  all  classes  as  a  unit.  Only  a  third  of  each  group  served  as 
raters;  these  rated  all  members  of  the  g>oup  by  selecting  the  four  subjects  in  their  seminar  group 
who  were  best  described  by  each  pole  of  each  trait. 

Only  five  multiple-group  factors  (and  no  centroids)  wsre  extracted  and  rotated  to  simple  struc¬ 
ture.  However,  at  a  later  time  factors  were  extracted  from  the  intercorrelation  matrix  by  the  complete 
centroid  method  and  rotated  an  an  IBM  650  computer  using  the  varimax  program. 

STUDY  E.  CATTELL'S  MALE  UNIVERSITY  SAMPLE 

Subjects  were  1 33  male  university  students  with  an  average  age  of  20  years.  Some  were  re¬ 
turning  veterans.  Ratings  on  35  bipolar  traits  were  obtained  in  groups  of  17  men,  all  of  wbom  lived 
together  in  fraternity  houses  or  dormitories.  Each  rater  rated  all  members  of  bis  group  on  each  trait 
as  below  average,  average,  or  above  average  on  each  trait,  with  a  suggested  distribution  of  '4,  id, 
and  '/,  lot  the  three  categories.  For  a  complete  description  of  this  sasiple  see  Cattell  (1947). 

The  intercorrelation  metrix1  was  factored  and  rotated  twice.  In  one  instance,  eigbt  centroid 
factors  were  extracted  and  rotated;  in  the  second  case,  five  multiple-group  factors  and  three  cen¬ 
troid  factors  extracted  from  the  resulting  residual  matrix  were  rotated.  Only  the  latter  solution  is 
reported,  since  the  solution  based  upon  tbs  centroid  extractions  was  discovered  to  contain  errors 
introduced  by  the  graphic  rotational  process. 


Mad*  available  through  th«  courtesy  ol  Prolsisor  Reyraond  B.  Catlett  eM  reproduced  In  Iks  Ayyondli, 
Tubl*  El#  with  his  p*rmi««ion. 
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STUDY  F.  CATTELL'S  FEMALE  UNIVCRSITY  SAMPLE 


The  subjects  were  140  female  university  students.  Ratings  on  these  students  were  collected 
from  their  peers  (nil  women)  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner  as  in  Study  E.  This  sample  is 
more  completely  described  by  Cattell  {1948). 

Since  this  was  the  only  femal:  sample  studied,  it  was  considered  desirable  to  include  several 
moie  factors  in  the  analysis  than  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  exist.  Therefore  12  lectors  were 
rotated  to  simple  structure;  five  of  these  were  orthogonalUed  multiple- croup  factors  and  the  other 
seven  were  centroids  extracted  from  the  residual  matrix.  4 

STUDY  G.  FISKE'S  TEAMMATES'  RATINGS  OF  GRADUATE  STUDENTS 

The  subjects  were  128  male  graduate  students  in  clinical  psychology  who  participated  in  an  in¬ 
tensive  assessment  program  during  the  summer  before  they  started  their  graduate  training.  Their 
median  age  was  26,  nearly  all  were  veterans,  and  nearly  all  had  World  War  II  experiai'ce  as  military 
psychologists.  During  the  week-long  rssessment,  they  ate,  roomed,  end  took  their  recreation  toaether. 
Twenty-four  trainees  were  assessed  each  week  and  were  spi  t  rrbitrarily  into  groups  of  four  who  par¬ 
ticipated  in  a  series  of  situational  tests.  At  the  end  of  the  week,  each  subject  rated  himself  and  the 
other  three  members  of  his  group  on  a  series  of  variables,  including  22  bipolur  personality  traits. 
Ratings  were  made  on  an  eight-point  scale.  The  three  ratings  made  on  each  subject  by  his  three 
teammates  were  summed  to  obtain  the  rating  scores  used  in  this  study.  For  a  complete  description  of 
the  sample,  the  variables,  and  the  rating  procedure,  see  Fiske  (1949). 

t  ive  multiple-group  factors  and  three  centroid  factors  were  extracted  from  the  correlation  matrix. 

STUDY  »l.  FISKE'S  STAFF  MEMBERS'  RATINGS  OF  GRADUATE  STUDENTS 

These  sabjecti  were  the  same  as  those  of  Study  G.  The  same  rating  variables  and  rating  scales 
were  used  except  that  staff  members  were  asked  to  normally  distribute  their  ratings  on  each  trait.  The 
raters  were  three  assessment  stall  members  assigned  to  each  group  of  four  subjects,  and  the  rating 
scares  were  the  sum  of  the  ratings  made  by  these  individuals.  Each  r.tatf  member  was  a  clinical  psy¬ 
chologist  (a  few  were  psychiatrists)  with  years  of  experience.  The  raters  had  not  only  Intensively 
observed  each  subject  during  a  period  of  oae  week  but  in  addition,  had  the  results  of  ten  objective 
tests,  four  projective  tests,  a  biographical  inventory,  an  autobiography,  and  the  write-ups  of  three  In¬ 
terviewers.  The  staff  ratings  were  made  without  knowledge  of  the  teammates'  ratings. 

Five  multiple-group  and  three  centroid  factors  were  extracted  and  r-  *<Tted  fo  approximate  or- 
thogona  I  simple  structure. 


RESULTS 

In  each  analysis  five  (airly  strong  rotated  fact'ws  emerged,  in  the  (our  studies  involving  Air 
Force  samples  end  the  two  Fiske  samples.  all  but  'he  five  ttrang  factors  were  residuolited  (e.g.. 
non*  of  the  rtsidualited  factors  hod  loadings  on  any  trait  variable  above  an  arhitrtny  30  level). 

In  the  analysis  of  Cattail's  male  sample,  two  factors  were  rvsidualiteJ,  and  a  vak  factor  involv¬ 
ing  primarily  an  intelligence  test  was  defined.  In  Cattell'*  female  sample,  what  had  been  identified 
at.  (he  fifth  factor  in  the  other  analyses  split  into  two  factors.  Both  of  these  factors  are  reported 
lor  comparison  purposes. 


'  1 1  ,«  tke  niKwn'  •eimon  iM  iaiiMwiiva  m  e**iuer"e!  teeters  isle  Ike  :  el  sties  el  psette  re  tecs* 
Iks  cist ilr  si  lt>*  1 1 -si  •tslsilm  iM  ettllr  Us  ellert  secssssty  Is  sftl-e  st  •  rssssssHy  ess*  slsylt 

•trsetsre.  II  else  Is*  Is  sececstssty  ktek  r ..oisr ' i lie t ,  eWteWsrif  ss  s  rend!  si  Iks  strst  seriates  miles ted 
ie  tfc*  !*cU  ». 
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The  five  factors  are  reported  in  Tables  1  through  S.  To  save  space  and  to  make  compariscrs 
easier,  each  factor  loading  is  presented  to  only  one  decimal  space  (e.g.,  .6). 5  In  each  table,  the 
trait  rating  variables  are  listed  in  the  first  column,  grouped  together  in  accordance  with  the  fuctot 
to  which  they  make  the  highest  contribution.  Thus  the  first  group  are  those  variables  defininq  Fac¬ 
tor  1,  the  second  group  are  those  defining  Factor  II,  etc.  Each  of  the  other  columns  shows  the  load¬ 
ings  of  each  variable  on  the  appropriate  factor  in  each  of  the  eight  studies.  These  columns  are  la¬ 
beled  A  through  H  to  correspond  with  the  letters  assiqned  to  each  sample  above.  Trcits  no*  ruled 
in  any  particular  study  are  so  indicated  by  -m  X  in  the  appropriate  column. 

FACTOR  I:  SURGENCY 

Factor  I  appears  to  be  that  labeled  by  Cattell  (1947,  1948)  and  French  (1953)  as  Surgency  and 
by  many  other  investigators  as  Extroversion.  It  is  be*!  defined  by  the  traits  T'llka’veress,  Frank¬ 
ness ,  Adventurousness,  Assertiveness,  Sociability,  Energetic,  Composed,  Interest  in  Opposite  Sex, 
and  Cheerfulness.  It  appears  to  be  a  'rue  bipolar  factor  with  negative  loadings  (.3  or  greater)  obtained 
for  the  traits  of  Emotional  Maturity,  Mildness,  Kindliness,  Conventionality,  and  Coir  ress. 

TABLE  1.  Loodlnfi  on  Ritmtsl  fum  k  front  Elen*  Anolytoa 

Twit  Vorkohlo 


>40. 

Htm  Aiiflyili 

Jl 

A. 

JL 

JL 

Jl 

JL 

JL 

U 

Silant  vs  Talkative 

.* 

.7 

.7 

t 

.* 

.« 

.9 

■» 

21 

ShtbUy*  vb  Frank 

.9 

.7 

.1 

.1 

.7 

.1 

.4 

It 

Cautious  v„  A^»irturcj« 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.7 

.7 

7 

.1 

3 

Stikaiaiv*  va  Aaaartiva 

.7 

.7 

.9 

.7 

.4 

t 

.7 

.1 

29 

SoU-«onl«lna4  ••  Socioblo 

7 

.7 

>4 

•  5 

.7 

7 

X 

X 

7 

51  o be  r» 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.5 

-S 

.9 

.7 

jj 

Shy,  Bashful  *»  Canaoat4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

4 

.7 

X 

X 

» 

Sliofet  to  lotoro*t  i*  Oppaaita  5 ra 

X 

X 

y. 

X 

J 

•  4 

.4 

.4 

12 

DoeroaaoU  va  Choorfu' 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.4 

■  4 

.7 

lr 

Seiltlul  rv  GooOnal jr»4 

.1 

.0 

i 

i 

.1 

1 

.  u 

20 

iBtittUB  V#  Not  SO 

••1 

-.1 

i 

-1 

-.2 

-■1 

X 

X 

22 

Dmontine  va  Emotionally  Mature 

-.1 

-.5 

-.1 

-.4 

-.i 

-.1 

X 

X 

11 

Soil-will  #4  va  14*14 

-.1 

•J 

-.2 

-.i 

-2 

X 

X 

l 

Oholnacti  vo  va  Cooperative 

•  4 

■  1 

.1 

-.2 

.4 

.4 

.2 

-.1 

9 

fuaeicteua  va  Tnaollul 

.1 

-1 

■  2 

■1 

.0 

■  i 

.1 

•0 

21 

Hloi4  TO  A4«pta»la 

2 

.2 

.4 

■  1 

-1 

■  2 

J 

•  J 

17 

HbH,  Siam  va  Ki*4iy 

-.1 

•5 

-.4 

*.1 

.1 

-1 

X 

X 

1 

Cool.  Altwol  va  Alta3li«B  to  Pvo*>i« 

•  J 

.4 

J 

4 

J 

.7 

4 

.4 

J! 

Atloiitlaa  Gotti  if  va  Stil'inllirital 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.4 

•S 

X 

X 

II 

A>Uff4,  i*»4oloat  va  Kfialatoatly  Ox4»»i y 

-.J 

-.1 

-.2 

-.7 

--1 

X 

X 

4 

riUtuvitii  va  noapoatikU 

.c 

.0 

.e 

•  S 

-.1 

e 

*•  4 

-  1 

21 

Daacrupulooa  va  CboikIbaHmb 

•-J 

-.1 

-.1 

1 

-.1 

-.2 

-.4 

14 

-I 

2 

i 

-i 

-.2 

• 

X 

X 

2i 

UbcvmbhUbbbI  va  CoovooUonal 

4 

•1 

-4 

-.4 

-  > 

•1 

X 

X 

2t 

Noufatic  v«  Not  So 

-2 

.1 

4 

■  2 

.0 

.0 

X 

X 

14 

Vatryiaf,  AbbImb  va 

t 

0 

4 

1 

.1 

.2 

-1 

4 

Cosily  Uoool  va  Paltal,  Tev»h 

) 

\ 

.1 

•  4 

0 

.1 

.0 

J 

12 

Nypa  tkaadrtaaal  va  Hoi  So 

1 

.1 

.3 

2 

0 

-1 

X 

X 

11 

C**Uac4«l  va  Cal* 

-1 

-.1 

.0 

•  i 

-4 

-.4 

X 

X 

> 

Cl»a»foMo  va  fcjuu  *»««*»  Stake* 

.0 

#  4 

•  9 

'-2 

.1 

.» 

.1 

-.1 

17 

Poo— Aon!  vo  (elf-oollttl— t 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.1 

.1 

1 

Haarlak  va  latvUvctvoi.  Cviturad 

.0 

•  1 

-2 

I 

0 

a 

2 

1 

17 

Lacilaa  AAlaUa  Footle*  va  CaUiolKoMy  1  taliliaai 

.0 

-.1 

1 

X 

.2 

.e 

X 

X 

14 

r rertlral.  Laeaal  vo  InaataaHv* 

X 

X 

X 

I 

•1 

.1 

.  1 

.  % 

1* 

Claaar.  Avk««i4  v%  rUi»U4 

1 

.0 

.1 

p 

.0 

.0 

.0 

-  \ 

» 

tmmmtoto  va  b4##a>4— ktHn4»4 

4 

4 

.4 

4 

*  l 

3 

Mata.  -A  roll  onlay  mi  X  4 •**•*••  ««;•».»  tml  *■»!  m  kM*. 
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FACTOR  III  AGREEABLENESS 

This  factor  corresponds  quite  closely  to  that  called  Agreeableness  by  French  (19S3).  It,  too, 
i-.  a  bipolar  factor,  defined  on  the  positive  end  by  the  variables  Goodnatured,  Not  Jealous.  Emo¬ 
tionally  Mature,  Mildness,  Cooperativeness,  Trustfulness,  Adaptability,  Kindliness,  Attentiveness 
to  People,  and  Self-sufficiency  (as  opposed  to  Attention-Cettieg).  Traits  loaded  negatively  on  Fac¬ 
tor  II  include  Assertiveness  and  to  a  lesser  extent  Talkativeness  and  Orderliness. 


TABLE  2.  Loadings  an  Recurrent  Fee**  It  from  E'ght  Analyses 


Trait  Variable 


No. 

Name  Analysis 

_A 

_8 

_c_ 

_D 

_E_ 

_F 

_G 

u 

Silent  vs  Talkative 

.0 

-.2 

-.2 

-.1 

••1 

-.2 

.1 

31 

Secretive  ve  Frank 

•  1 

■  1 

.3 

.0 

-.2 

*.  2 

.2 

.3 

It 

Cautious  vs  Adventurous 

.1 

.0 

.1 

-.2 

.1 

■  1 

.2 

) 

Submissive  vs  Assertive 

-.4 

-.4 

-.3 

-.4 

-.1 

••5 

-.4 

-.4 

Self-coutained  vs  Sociable 

.2 

.1 

■  2 

.1 

.0 

X 

X 

2 

Languid,  Slow  vs  Energetic 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.2 

.0 

.1 

3) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.1 

X 

X 

33 

Slight  vs  Marked  Interest  in  Opposite  Sex 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.0 

-.1 

.0 

.2 

32 

Depressed  ve  Cheerful 

X 

X 

X 

X 

■  3 

.3 

.4 

10 

Syitaiul  vs  GaoOnaturod 

.8 

.2 

■1 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.1 

10 

Jealous  vs  Nat  So 

.3 

.1 

.4 

.4 

X 

X 

22 

Dsnusilsi  vs  Emetiaeally  Uaturo 

.1 

.1, 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.1 

X 

X 

13 

Soil-willed  vs  L'14 

.4 

.2 

■  4 

.1 

X 

X 

l 

Obstructive  vs  Cooperative 

.3 

.2 

■  > 

.1 

.4 

.2 

« 

Suspicious  vs  Tructlul 

.3 

.2 

.4 

-4 

.4 

.2 

21 

Rigid  vs  Adaptable 

.1 

■  4 

.2 

.4 

.4 

.ft 

■  4 

.2 

12 

1 1  »i,  Stnm  vs  Kindly 

■  4 

.3 

.3 

.2 

X 

X 

3 

<al,  Alosl  vs  At’.aaUv.,  tu  People 

.3 

.1 

.5 

.3 

.7 

■  4 

.3 

31 

AttuatUn  Gsl'vug  vs  Sall-aulliciant 

X 

X 

X 

X 

■  4 

•ft 

X 

X 

II 

Rr-exed,  Indolent  vs  Insistently  Orderly 

•.  3 

-.2 

-.2 

-.1 

-.1 

..  j 

X 

X 

1 

Fri  *eloue  vs  Responsible 

.3 

.3 

■  4 

.2 

.3 

.4 

.0 

.2 

23 

t -:iec.upulo<  i  vs  Censcien Ileus 

.3 

4 

■  4 

4 

.3 

.4 

13 

vfUilU  ;  vs  Persevering 

■  2 

.4 

.0 

-.1 

X 

X 

23 

Vncnnventienel  vs  C  jnventlnnni 

•* 

■  3 

.4 

.3 

■  2 

X 

X 

21 

Heuretit  vs  Nnt  S* 

.  j 

1 

■  4 

.3 

■  2 

X 

X 

24 

berrying,  Ansieus  vs  Placid 

•  3 

-3 

.3 

.1 

.0 

.3 

■  J 

4 

t  en.  Upset  ve  Petted,  \  eegh 

.1 

-I 

.2 

0 

.0 

-.1 

■  1 

.1 

W 

Hrpocbondriece’  ve  Mt  t  Sa 

•  4 

.1 

4 

■  2 

■  1 

X 

X 

11 

Cmatienel  ve  Cel* 

i 

.4 

■  i 

-2 

X 

X 

2 

Cb  tnuesbl*  »»  Fmet tonally  Stable 

.4 

.6 

.3 

2 

.4 

■  2 

33 

Depend#* *  vs  Sell-soffi'  eat 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.2 

.1 

1 

Bearish  ve  ’nistUrieai,  Cultured 

.  j 

-2 

.3 

■  1 

l 

.0 

1 

22 

Lambing  Artistic  Feeling  ve  CetketiceUy  Feet'  *ievis 

.« 

■0 

X 

■« 

-•1 

X 

X 

:« 

Practice!.  Logic  el  vs  |s«^a«Uv« 

X 

X 

X 

.0 

■  1 

1 

1 

.« 

i* 

Clumsy,  eg,  H elk sh#4 

■  2 

■1 

■  3 

■  1 

J 

■  J 

.2 

30 

lounatvfe  » s  Independent* Minded 

-.1 

.1 

-.1 

.0 

■  1 

-.1 

-3 

MsSa.— A  coti  entry  ol  t  4mm*w  nat  vo*4  in 


7 


FACTOR  His  DEPENDABILITY. 

The  primary  define:*  of  this  factor  are  Orde.iiness,  Responsibility,  Conscientiousness, 
Perseverance,  and  Conventionality,  with  several  other  variables  (Cooperativeness,  Mildness,  and 
Emotional  Stability)  having  positive  loadings  above  .3.  Practically  all  definers  of  Factor  I  are 
loaded  negatively  on  this  factor,  as  are  Trustfulness,  and  Imaginative.  The  factor  in  many  respect* 
is  like  that  labeled  by  French  (1953)  as  Dependability  or  by  Fiske  (1949)  as  Conformity.  It  ap¬ 
pears  lo  be  quite  similar  to  the  old  "w"  or  Will  factor  found  by  Webb  (191 5)- 


TAILE  ].  Leadlitfi  an  Rtcwrmt  Factor  III  fraai  Elf  to  Analyse* 


Trait  Yarlato# 


Na. 

Name  Analysis 

A 

_c_ 

D 

_e 

r_ 

6 

H 

u 

Silent  vs  Talkative 

-.2 

-.3 

-.2 

-.2 

-.3 

-.3 

-.0 

-.1 

a 

Sacretias  *a  Frank 

-.2 

-.3 

.0 

-.1 

.» 

-.2 

.0 

.2 

it 

Cautious  v»  Adventurous 

-.4 

-.1 

-.2 

-.4 

-.2 

-.4 

.1 

i 

Submissive  vs  Assertive 

-.1 

-.1 

-.2 

-.1 

-.1 

.0 

.0 

.1 

2* 

Self-contained  vs  Sociable 

-.4 

-.4 

-.2 

-.4 

-.4 

-.3 

X 

X 

7 

Languid,  Slow  vs  Energetic 

.1 

.0 

.1 

-.1 

-.2 

.0 

-.1 

.0 

a 

Sky,  Bashi-.il  ts  Composed 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.3 

-.2 

X 

X 

IS 

Slight  vs  Marked  Interest  in  Opposite  Sox 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.2 

-.3 

-.4 

-.4 

12 

Depressed  v»  CheeHui 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-«4 

-.3 

-.1 

.0 

10 

Spiteful  vs  Goods  stared 

.0 

.2 

.0 

■i 

-.2 

.0 

.4 

20 

Jealous  vs  Not  So 

.0 

.2 

.1 

.0 

■  0 

X 

X 

22 

HnsaAit  vs  EaioMoaslly  Malar* 

■  2 

.3 

.2 

.2 

■  2 

X 

X 

12 

S.il—iUaS  vs  Mil* 

.2 

.4 

.3 

.3 

•  1 

X 

X 

1 

OLtnidivr  vs  CeaparaUva 

■  4 

•  S 

.2 

-3 

3 

-2 

.3 

I 

Suspicious  vs  Trustful 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.0 

.0 

.1 

-3 

21 

Aig;d  vs  Adoptahle 

-.2 

-.2 

-.2 

-.2 

-.3 

-.3 

-.1 

1 

12 

Hurt.  Slum  vs  Klu4ly 

.0 

-.1 

.2 

■  I 

i 

-I 

X 

X 

S 

Cool  Alaol  vs  Allunllvu  'o  Psoylu 

■  1 

•  S 

■  1 

■0 

.0 

■  2 

■  1 

21 

Attention  Getting  vs  Self-sufficient 

X 

X 

X 

X 

■  4 

7 

X 

X 

II 

Beloved,  indolent  vs  Insistently  Orderly 

.7 

.4 

.2 

.4 

•4 

7 

X 

X 

4 

Fiivrloue  vs  Responsible 

• 

.4 

4 

■t 

1 

4 

7 

.7 

22 

s 

•  s 

.4 

.4 

4 

3 

.» 

.7 

IS 

Quintas  va  Pereevertas 

.1 

.3 

‘4 

■  2 

.4 

*7 

X 

X 

21 

Unconventional  ve  Conventional 

4 

4 

*4 

.4 

.2 

.2 

X 

X 

It 

Neurotic  va  Net  So 

i 

.0 

.3 

■  1 

.0 

1 

X 

X 

24 

Verry.Mi  Anxious  ve  Plecid 

•i 

.0 

-.1 

-.1 

-.2 

-.3 

■  0 

*.  J 

t 

Easily  Usual  vu  f*aiaa4.  Tauek 

.0 

-.1 

-.1 

■0 

*.| 

.1 

■  1 

-1 

12 

Hye*cfcae4rtacal  va  Nal  S* 

.1 

.1 

.0 

.0 

1 

.0 

X 

X 

11 

lerttool  v«  Colei 

.2 

2 

■  1 

.3 

.2 

-2 

X 

X 

2 

Cbongeoble  ve  EeietianoUy  Stebls 

3 

3 

-3 

3 

■  4 

4 

4 

17 

Depsndent  vs  9atf-e«fllci*al 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

•: 

•  3 

I 

Bearish  va  IntelUrWel.  Cultured 

.1 

.0 

m 

•  3 

1 

.3 

.4 

22 

Locking  Artistic  reeling  ve  Cstbettcally  restidious 

-1 

■  1 

■  2 

A 

.0 

1 

X 

X 

24 

Practical.  Logical  vs  lakoginetlv* 

X 

X 

X 

.4 

-1 

-.2 

-1 

.0 

14 

Cloe»*y,  Awkward  vs  Polished 

.1 

7 

■  1 

i 

•  I 

.3 

■  2 

3 

IS 

trwsolere  vs  Independeet-Mladod 

.0 

.0 

.2 

.  > 

.0 

■  1 

.4 

•  3 

Pate  — A  call  aatfy  at  I  tmtai  veriest*  net  *a*4  »  *tu4y. 
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ERRATUM 

Tupes,  E.C.  A  CKriitoi,  R.E.  Recurrent  puso nality  heists  bused  on  trait  ratings. 
Ljckland  Air  Force  Bote,  Texas:  Personnel  Laboratory.  Aeronautical  Systems 
Division.  May  1961.  (Technical  Report  ASD-TR-61-9?) 

Page  8,  line  5 

Far  .  ■  .  loaded  negatively  on  this  factor,  as  are  Trustfulness,  and 
Imaginative. 

Read  .  .  loaded  negatively  on  this  factor,  as  are  Adaptability  and 
Imaginative. 


FACTOH  IV:  FMOTlONAL  STABILITY 

The  inverse  oi  this  factor  seems  to  be  that  listed  by  French  (1953)  as  Emotionality.  It  is 
loaded  highest  by  Not  Neurotic,  Placid,  Poised,  Not  Hypochondriacal,  Calm,  Emotionally  Stable, 
and  Self-sufficient  (as  opposed  to  Dependent).  Seconactry  definers  of  the  factor  are  Lack  of 
Jealousy,  Emotional  Maturity,  Cooperativeness,  Trustfulness,  Adaptability,  Responsibility, 
Perseverance,  and  Independent-Mindedness.  Kindliness  has  a  significant  negative  loading  on 
this  factor. 


TABLE  4.  Loadings  an  Recurrent  Factor  IV  from  Eight  Analyses 


Trait  Variable 


No. 

Norn*  Analysis 

_A_ 

_B 

_C 

_D 

_E 

_F 

£ 

14 

Silent  vs  Talkative 

-.2 

-.1 

.0 

.2 

2t 

.1 

■  t 

.0 

-.1 

.0 

.0 

le 

Cautious  vs  Adventurous 

.2 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.1 

■  2 

.2 

3 

Submicaiva  vs  Assertive 

.2 

.4 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.1 

Self-contained  vs  Sociabio 

.i 

-.1 

-.1 

X 

7 

Languid,  Slow  vs  Energetic 

.3 

.2 

■  1 

.1 

.4 

.1 

-.2 

33 

Shy.  Bashlul  vs  Composed 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.2 

.2 

X 

33 

Slight  vs  Marked  Intarast  in  Opposite  Sas 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-.1 

.2 

32 

Dvprassad  vs  Cheerful 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.1 

.0 

.3 

10 

Spitefu’  vs  Goodnatured 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.1 

.0 

•  1 

20 

Jealous  vs  Not  So 

S 

.3 

■  4 

.3 

.4 

.1 

X 

22 

Demanding  vs  Emotionally  Mature 

.4 

.3 

.2 

.2 

.3 

.1 

X 

13 

Sell-willed  ve  Mild 

.3 

.1 

.2 

.0 

•  1 

X 

1 

Obstructive  vs  Cooperative 

.3 

.4 

.3 

.1 

■  1 

■  1 

S 

Suepiciaus  vs  Trustlul 

■  f 

•  s 

.4 

.5 

.4 

.3 

■  1 

21 

Rigid  v*  Adaptable 

.4 

■  4 

.3 

.0 

2 

•  1 

.3 

17 

Ward,  Stem  v»  Kindly 

-.4 

-3 

-.4 

-.4 

-.3 

X 

S 

Coal.  Aloof  vs  Attentive  to  People 

.1 

■  0 

-.1 

-.1 

-.1 

31 

Attention  Getting  vn  $elf-*ullirir**<t 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.4 

.1 

X 

If 

Relased.  Indolent  vs  Insistently  Orderly 

.0 

.0 

.0 

-.1 

.3 

.0 

X 

4 

Frivolous  vs  Responsible 

s 

.2 

.4 

■  2 

.1 

.0 

IS 

Unscrupulous  vs  Conscientious 

.2 

.2 

■  2 

.1 

.0 

.0 

IS 

Quitting  vs  Porsev  ring 

.4 

■  S 

.4 

■  2 

.4 

-2 

X 

23 

■i 

-.2 

.0 

-.1 

.6 

X 

24 

Neurotic  vs  Not  So 

.7 

.7 

.4 

.4 

.7 

s 

X 

24 

Worrying,  Ansiou*  vs  Placid 

.7 

.7 

t 

.7 

.4 

■1 

.7 

4 

Eesi'y  Upset  vs  Poised,  Tough 

.7 

•  S 

.* 

•  S 

■i 

.7 

.7 

i: 

Hypochondriacal  vs  Not  So 

.7 

.1 

.5 

s 

■  S 

X 

u 

Emotional  v»  Calm 

.e 

•  J 

-4 

.4 

.4 

X 

i 

Changeable  vs  Emotionally  Stable 

.4 

>4 

.1 

.4 

■  4 

.4 

-2 

i? 

Depend*..!  vs  Self-sufficient 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.4 

1 

Boorish  vs  Intellectual,  Cultured 

i 

2 

■  2 

.3 

■  1 

.2 

27 

Lacking  Artistic  Foaling  vs  FsfheticcUy  Fostidic.ua 

•i 

i 

.0 

X 

-.1 

.0 

X 

34 

Pmrtteol.  Logical  vn  Imaginative 

X 

X 

X 

.1 

-.1 

-.4 

.0 

1* 

Clumsy,  Awkward  vs  Polished 

.7 

.1 

■  2 

.2 

.3 

.0 

.1 

30 

Immature  vs  Independent-Minded 

s 

.4 

.s 

.4 

•  S 

.4 

1 

M*4*  eell  rtf  \  A  a««la  -«  gMftttKIe  not  un»d  in  pt%*dw. 
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FACTOR  Vi  CULTURE 


Factor  V  i*  the  l*a*t  clear  of  the  five  factors  identified!  by  tbs  eight  analyses.  It  appears  to 
be  similar  to  the  factor  labeled  by  French  (1953)  as  Culture  and  by  Fiske  (1949)  as  the  Inquiring 
Intellect.  It  is  defined  by  the  variables,  Cultured,  Esthetically  Fastidious,  Imaginative,  Socially 
Polished,  and  Independent-Minded,  with  secondary  loadings  by  Energetic,  Poise,  Emotional  Sta¬ 
bility,  and  all  the  variables  in  Factor  III.  It  will  be  noted  that  loadings  for  two  factors  are  shown 
under  Column  F.  This  is  the  analysis  of  the  female  college  students,  and  in  this  sample  only,  Fac¬ 
tor  V  split  into  two  quite  distinct  subfactors.  The  first  of  these  has  a  pattern  of  loadings  quite 
similar  to  the  Factor  V  found  recurring  throughout  the  studies.  The  second  of  these  is  defined  by 
the  variables  Esthetically  Fastidious,  Socially  Polished,  and  Interest  in  the  Opposite  Sex. 


TABLE  5.  Loading*  en  Recurrent  Fetter  V  frem  Eight  Anelrsee 


Trelt  Verlekle 


-Nr-  Msate  Anol»»ii 

A 

i 

s. 

_p. 

14 

Silent  vs  Talkative 

.0 

•-2 

-.2 

.2 

21 

Soerotlvs  vt  Frank 

.1 

.0 

.0 

14 

Cautious  vs  Adventurous 

.1 

-.2 

.1 

.1 

3 

Subeaissive  vo  Assertive 

.3 

.1 

•0 

.3 

24 

Sali  •contained  vs  So  ci  a  kit 

a 

-.1 

.0 

.0 

7 

Languid,  Slow  vs  Energetic 

.4 

.2 

.4 

.4 

33 

Shy,  Bashful  vs  Cosipossd 

X 

X 

X 

X 

74 

Slight  vs  Marked  Interest  in  Oppositv  Ssx 

X 

X 

X 

X 

32 

Depressed  vs  Chooriul 

X 

X 

X 

X 

10 

Spitoiul  vs  Uesdnstured 

.0 

.0 

2 

-e| 

20 

Jsslous  ve  Not  So 

.0 

.0 

.2 

■0 

22 

Demanding  ve  Emotionally  Mature 

.1 

.0 

■  2 

.0 

13 

Sell-Willed  ve  Mild 

.0 

.1 

.2 

-.1 

1 

Obstructivs  vs  Cooperative 

-1 

.3 

.3 

e  2 

» 

Suspicious  vs  Trusllul 

.2 

.2 

.4 

-0 

21 

Rigid  vs  Adsplshls 

.0 

-.1 

A 

-.1 

17 

Hard,  Siam  vs  Kindly 

-.2 

.0 

i 

••2 

4 

Cool,  Aiosl  vs  Alton ti vs  to  Psspis 

.2 

.0 

■  3 

.1 

31 

Attention  Getting  ve  Sell-sullicient 

X 

X 

X 

X 

11 

Relaxed,  indolent  vs  Insietsntly  Ordsrly 

.4 

.4 

.3 

4 

Frivolous  vs  Responsible 

.4 

.3 

.4 

24 

Unscrupulous  vs  Conscientious 

.4 

.« 

.3 

14 

Quitting  vs  Persevering 

.2 

.4 

.5 

23 

Unconventional  vs  Convsntionsl 

.2 

.3 

.0 

24 

Neurotic  vs  Not  So 

-  1 

.2 

.1 

24 

Worrying,  Anxious  ve  Pise  Id 

-.1 

A 

.0 

4 

Eeeily  Upeet  vp  Peleed,  Tough 

.2 

i 

.4 

12 

llypeckendriecel  ve  Net  So 

.0 

.! 

"-2 

11 

Eaetlonol  vs  Culm 

1 

j 

A 

A 

2 

Chwtfsskia  ve  EmsUsnslIy  Slekle 

-) 

.3 

S 

37 

Dependent  ve  Selt-eullicleal 

X 

X 

X 

X 

S 

Bserieli  ve  latellectsel,  Cultured 

mu 

mm 

mu 

MM 

27 

Locking  ArtltUe  Festlng  vs  Lilhslicslly  remttdisus 

mm 

mm 

Efl 

Efl 

34 

Practical,  Logical  vs  Imaginative 

ii 

mm 

H 

It 

Clumsy,  Awkward  vs  PalisksJ 

mm 

MW 

Efl 

Efl 

30 

Efl 

ifl 

H 

M 

JL 

.2 

.2 

.1 

.3 

.4 

.0 

.1 


.1 

-.2 

.1 

.3 

.3 

.0 

-.2 

-.1 

.4 

-.2 

.4 

.2 

.3 

.4 

-.3 

-.2 

.0 

.0 

-1 

.1 

.1 

X 


4 

.4 

4 

.4 

4 


Mete. -A  ceil  entry  *1  X  denote*  verlekle  not  uavd  tn  atudy. 
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Discussion 


The  results  of  these  analyses  clearly  indicate  that  difterences  in  samples,  situations,  raters, 
and  iengths  and  kinds  of  acquaintanceship  have  little  effect  on  the  factor  structure  i.n-Ie  lying  rat¬ 
ings  of  personality  traits.  Statistical  tests  are  not  needed  to  indicate  the  similarity  ol  correspond¬ 
ing  factors  from  one  analysis  to  another.  There  can  be  no  doubt  tnat  the  five  factor :.  found  through¬ 
out  all  eight  analyses  are  recurrent. 


In  evaluating  the  results  of  a  series  of  factor  solutions,  such  as  those  presen  ed  ir  Tables^ 
through  5,  it  is  natural  for  the  reader  to  wonder  to  what  extern:  the  results  might  ief  :ct  b  gsesLy 
part  of  the  authors.  There  is  little  doubt  but  that  the  words  '“simple  structure”  ha'  ^fe’ry 

loosely  by  many  analysts,  and  it  is  also  undoubtedly  true  thot  a  preconceived  relv  ^in  t«n  be  farced 
through  a  little  "forcing”  during  the  rotational  t  .cess.  ^  / 


The  first  factors  rotated  were  those  from  *he  ";'.J0-case  OCS  sample  described  in  Stu  ly  >i.  i 
these  rotations  were  not  made  blind,  they  were  fjiau0  with  no  preconceived  notions  us  to  low  the  fi¬ 
nal  solution  should  appear..  Even  so,  there  wore  certain  "choice  points”  during  tie  >ctcii.o;:tl  process 
at  which  somewhat  arbitrary  decisions  ware  made.  These  ere  the  some  types  of  decision:  v.  ..ich  me 
familiar  to  all  who  have  participated  in  orthogonal  graphical  rotations.  In  the  main  they  *e  if  two 
types:  (a)  those  concerning  final  positioning  of  reference  axes  when  there  was  a  choice  i f  f  ivorinc 
one  oi  the  other  of  two  factors  or  of  balancing  the  two;  and  (b)  those  concerning  whether  t  >  >.  '.tempt 
the  buildup  or  residualization  of  weak  factors  introduced  into  the  rotational  systrm.  The  ui  s  of 
simple  structure  do  not  provide  clear  guidance  in  either  event,  and  the  rotator  is  generally  leit  with 
the  job  of  imposing  some  subjectivity  in  deciding  which  alternatives  best  fit  the  criteria. 


The  choice  on  final  positioning  of  the  reference  axes  is  probably  not  too  c  itlca’,  .«i.  ca  U 
generally  affects  oniy  the  relative  magnitude  of  the  loadings  on  the  two  factors  :ons:dere«.  a\d  doe- 
not  greatly  affect  the  pattern  of  factor  definers.  The  dec.  .ion  concerning  the  b:  ildup  or  it  3'-  uali2a- 
tion  of  weak  factors  is  considerably  mote  serious,  and  whether  the  choice  goes  one  way  o:  ti  e  oth-;r 
can  affect  both  the  number  and  nature  of  factors  reported. 

Individuals  seem  to  airive  at  their  decisions  ir  many  different  ways.  Gc>  trail/  the  fine’  posi¬ 
tioning  of  reference  axes  is  subjective,  although  it  many  times  is  tempered  wit  i  reasen.  !;  regard  io 
the  rotation  of  weak  factors,  some  prefer  to  be  guided  by  one  or  more  of  the  tw  mty  ed.v  mui  ic  notice;! 
criteria  which  propose  to  estimate  the  true  rank  of  the  original  intercorrelation  matrix.  Uni  irunateiy, 
the  various  criteria  often  do  not  agree,  even  when  the  beginning  communality  rstimates  are  identical. 
Other  individuals  prefer  to  over  extract  and  fight  the  battle  on  the  rotation  boord.  If  a  weal  f  ictor  can 
be  built  up  into  something  they  interpret  as  meaninqful  they  accept  it;  otherw.  se  they  make  a  strong 
attempt  at  residualization. 

In  the  current  study  the  final  positioning  of  reference  axe  ;  Study  A  was  made  arbitr  uily  witfin 
the  general  bounds  of  acceptable  simple  structure.  Once  thes  icisions  har.  been  made,  tl  -  tendency 
was  to  make  choices  in  the  same  direction  in  ictei  analyses—still  staying  wi  hin  the  bounds  <f  simple 
structure.  A  variety  of  criteria  were  considered  >n  making  decisions  concern  no  'lie  in'  '  '■<  on  ana 
rotation  of  weak  factors.  These  included  sever. d  statistical  criteria  relating  to  i.  ui  i.«  -  k.  tie  re¬ 
sults  reported  by  past  investigators  analyzing  tne  same  data,  the  results  of  attempted  r.ui.  J-  and 
residualizations  of  such  factors,  and,  admitted! a  little  subjective  judgment.  The  actual  1  u  uber  of 
factors  rotated  varied  from  only  five  in  the  Command  and  Staff  School  analysis  to  12  in  the  r  stclntion 
of  the  Cattcll  women's  sample.  In  every  sample  exceut  one  tl.^ra  appeared  to  be  five  relatiisly 
strong  and  recurrent  personality  factors  and  nothing  nore  of  any  consequence.  In  the  Cattel  womer.-'v 
sample,  the  fifth  factor  appears  to  h  rvc  split  into  two  related  factors. 


Subsequent  to  completion  of  all  eight  analyses,  j  program  became  available  for  accomj  lishing 
analytic  rotations  by  means  of  the  IBM  550  computer  :.si»g  the  normal  varimax  cri  irion  (Kai:  «r, 
1958).  There  are  good  indications  that  this  complete  ly  objective  analytical  rotati  .  procedu  e  will 
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ot  only  save-  iminy  hours  of  labor,  but  will  bring  considerably  moie  rigor  to  what  has  thus  far  beer:  a 
it!  er  loose  area.  Perhaps  the  most  encouraging  note  is  that  the  normal  varimjv  solution  appears  lr. 
nvariant  under  changes  in  the  composition  of  u  test  battery.  Thus  submitting  one  or  more  of  the 
i>iia  yses  in  the  current  paper  for  oi"jlyiic  rotation  using  the  normal  vuiimax  criterion  would  serve  at 

•  ‘art  two  purposes:  (a)  it  would  remove  (or  confirm)  uoy  doubts  rhe  reader  (or  authors)  might  have 

<  <■  iteming  the  biases  in'"d  r d  in  he  reported  solutions,  ana  (b)  it  would  produce  factors  likely  to  tie 
it'  ariar.t  under  change.  in  in--  001:  position  of  the  trail-rating  hattery. 

The  Command  and  to-;  bcl-.-o)  sample  (Study  H)  was  selected  for  analytic  rotation  because  in 
cuthors'  judgment  -t  was  th  o-t-:  most  subject  to  criticism.  This  is  because  all  the  factors  were 

•  _rac;ed  by  the  rr.ultipieigroup  method  and  only  five  factors  weie  introduced  into  the  rotational  proc¬ 
ess. 

t  ifi  jrder  to  maximize  the  in.'^p^ndence  o!  the  new  solution,  only  the  i.itercorrelation  matrix  was 
-  o  l  ie  statistical  services  section,  with  instructions  to  extract  eight  cr-r.trcid  factors  and  obtain 
a  ,.(.rj.-.ol  vciriniax  solution,  "hr  variables  in  this  matrix  wore  not  identified.  It  was  th^>  decision  of 
a  ;■  cons  litonts  in  the  statistical  services  section  to  rotate  only  six  factors,  the  last  of  which  was 
r  -.idi  allied  by  the  analytic  procedure.6  The  five  identifiable  factors  are  reported  in  Table  6  along 
v  oh  tie  -orresponding  solution  obtained  via  graphic  rotations.  It  can  be  seen  that  the  two  solutions 
r.e  for  a  i  practical  purposes  identical.  In  every  instance  the  loadings  f-.r  the  defining  variables  are 
exactly  tie  same  or  differ  by  only  .1.  No  loading  differs  by  mere  than  .2,  even  among  the  nondefining 
\  riable  . 

In  :any  ways  it  seems  rematkabie  that  such  stability  should  be  found  m  an  area  v/hich  to  date 
r.s  grunted  anything  but  consistent  results.  Undoubted!'  the  consistency  has  always  been  there, 
but  it  ha:  been  hidden  by  inconsistency  of  factorial  techniques  and  philosophies,  the  lack  of  replica- 
.on  using  identical  variables,  and  disagreement  among  analysts  as  to  factor  titles.  None  of  the  fac- 
vs  iden  itied  in  this  study  are  new.  They  have  been  identified  many  times  in  previous  analyses, 
i.lthouqh  hey  have  not  always  been  called  by  the  same  names. 

F  n  so,  it  might  surprise  some  to  tin.i  the  mine  factors  emerging  from  such  a  wide  variety  of 
sample:;  *  nd  conditions.  One  interpretation  is  that  there  are  only  five  fundamental  concepts  running 
hmugh  i  c  if 5  trait  names  used  in  these  studies.  If  the  common  variance  in  these  35  bipolar  traits 
cflec*  i  r;  y  five  fundamental  meaning  concepts,  then  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  these  concepts  to 
or rp spur  !  to  the  factors  identified  in  cny  sample  to  which  the  35  trrits  are  applied. 

It  srould  be  noted  that  there  may  exist  little  relationship  between  the  magnitude  of  intercorrela- 
t  ons  ob:a.ned  among  trait-rcrting  variables  and  ihe  level  of  inter-rater  agreement  concerning  which 
'  aits  appjy  to  given  individuals  being  rated.  Thus  it  would  be  possible  to  identify  very  strong  trait- 
rtirig  factors  having  no  practical  utility.  As  indicated  above,  however,  trait  ratings  besed  on  the 
variable:  ncluded  in  this  study  rat  only  grant  satisfactory  inter-rater  agreemen  coefficients,  but  or* 
elated  t  >  icier  meaningful  criteria. 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  five  factors  identified  are  the  only  fundamental  per  onality  factors.  There 
.tr».  quite  1  kely  other  fundamental  concepts  involved  among  the  Allport-Odbert  'djectives  on  which  the 
•.  i-; able s  i  sed  in  the  present  study  were  based.  The  35  traits  (or  more  accurc  ely  trait  clusters)  used 
•o  the  present  study  represent  the  distillate  drawn  by  Cattell  from  the  intenel  tionships  among  some 
175  trait;,  which  in  turn  were  selected  as  representative  of  the  Allport-Odbert  idjectives.  The  comrau- 
n-Jities  o:  the  trait-rating  variables  ir.  the  various  samples  studied  are  on  the  whole  quite  sizable  (av¬ 
eraging  .£C  to  .85);  however,  for  some  traits  they  are  as  low  as  .4  or  .5.  Thus  many  of  the  traits  have 
specific  variances  greatly  in  excess  of  their  common  variance.  In  many  cases  these  specific  variances 
wot  M  became  common  variances  were  other  variables  to  be  included  in  the  analyses.  Thus  it  is  likely 
thut  other  fundamental  factors  may  be  identified  in  future  studies. 


variable  had  a  loading  oi  .24  on  the  tlxlh  factor;  ali  other  variables  had  loadings  below  .20. 
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TABLE  6.  Comparison  of  Normal  Vsrlxiex  Solution 
with  that  Obtained  using  Graphic  Rotations 


Trait  Vjrioblo  _ f__  II  III  IV  _ V 


No. 

Name 

_V 

G 

°! 

>1 

°l 

>1 

_V 

_G 

_V 

JL 

14 

Silent  vs  Talkative 

.9 

.8 

-.1  -.2 

.0  -.2 

.0 

-.1 

.1 

.2 

28 

Secretive  vs  Frank 

.8 

.8 

.1  .0 

.0  -.1 

.1 

.0 

.0 

.0 

16 

Cautious  vs  Adventurous 

.9 

.8 

-.1  -.2 

-.1  -.2 

.2 

.1 

.0 

.1 

3 

Submissive  vs  Assertive 

.7 

.7 

-.4  -.4 

.0  -.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

3 

29 

Self-contained  vs  Sociable 

.6 

.5 

.2  .1 

-.4  -.4 

-.1 

-.1 

.1 

.0 

7 

Languid,  Slow  vs  Energetic 

.7 

.7 

.0  .0 

.1  .1 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.4 

10 

Spi'oiVl  vs  Goodnatured 

-.1  .1 

.8 

.7 

.0 

.0 

.2 

.1 

.0 

-.1 

20 

Jealous  vs  Not  So 

-?  -.1 

.6 

.6 

.1 

.1 

.4 

.3 

.1 

.0 

22 

Demanding  vs  Emotionally  Mature 

-.6  -.4 

.5 

.6 

.1 

.2 

.3 

.2 

.1 

.0 

13 

Self- willed  vs  Mild 

-.6  -.5 

.5 

.6 

.3 

.3 

.0 

.0 

-.1 

-.1 

1 

Obstructive  vs  Cooperative 

-.3  -.2 

.7 

.6 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.2 

9 

Suspicious  vs  Trustful 

.0  .1 

.5 

.6 

.1 

.2 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.0 

21 

Rigid  vs  Adaptable 

.0  .1 

.5 

.4 

-.4 

-.2 

.1 

.0 

.1 

-.1 

17 

Hard,  Stern  vs  Kindly 

-.3  -.3 

.6 

.5 

.0 

.1 

-.3 

-.4 

-.2 

“<d 

5 

Cool,  Aloof  vs  Attentive  to  People 

.3  .4 

.6 

.5 

.1 

.1 

.0 

-.1 

.0 

,1 

18 

Related,  Indolent  vs  Insistently  Orderly 

-.1  -.2 

-.1  -.1 

.5 

.5 

-.3  -.1 

.4 

.3 

4 

Frivolous  vs  Responsible 

-.2  -.1 

.2  .2 

.7 

.6 

.2  .2 

-3 

.4 

25 

Unscrupulous  vs  Conscientious 

-.2  -.2 

.3  .4 

.6 

.6 

.1  .1 

.2 

.3 

15 

Quitting  vs  Persevering 

.1  .1 

.0  .0 

.6 

.5 

.1  .2 

.4 

.5 

23 

"Unconventional  vn  Conventional 

-.5  -.4 

.2  -3 

.4 

-4 

-.1  -.1 

.0 

.0 

26 

Neurotic  vs  Not  So 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.6 

.6 

.1 

.1 

24 

Worrying,  Anxious  vs  Placid 

.0  .1 

-0 

-1 

-.1 

-.1 

.7 

.7 

-2 

.0 

6 

Easily  Upset  vs  Poised,  Tough 

.3  .4 

-.1 

.0 

.1 

.0 

.5 

.5 

-4 

.4 

12 

Hypochondriacal  vs  Not  So 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.0 

.0 

.6 

.5 

-.1 

-.2 

11 

Emotional  vs  Calm 

•.6  -.5 

.2 

.3 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.4 

.2 

.1 

2 

Changeable  vs  Emotionally  Stnhle 

-.2  -.2 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.4 

.4 

.5 

.5 

8 

Boorish  vs  Intellectual,  Cultured 

.2 

.1 

.0  .1 

.3 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.7 

.8 

34 

Practical,  Logical  vs  hnuginetive 

.1 

-.1 

.0  .0 

.1 

.0 

.0 

.1 

.5 

.5 

19 

Clumsy,  Awkward  vs  Polished 

.9 

.0 

.2  .3 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.6 

.6 

30 

Immature  vs  Independent-Minded 

.4 

.4 

-.2  -.1 

.3 

.1 

.3 

.4 

-5 

.6 

Nete.-V  Vurimai  Solution,  G  -  Graphic  Rotations. 


SUMMARY 

Tb»  prasant  study  was  designed  to  help  clarity  tho  parsenality  trait -r-  .ing  domain.  The  goal 
was  to  isole'e  moaninglui  am.  relatively  independent  •  til-rating  factors  wl  «ch  are  universal  enough 
to  oppvur  in  n  ariety  of  samples.  and  which  are  not  unduly  sensitive  to  the  rating  conditions  or 

situ&'.'v*. 

.1  total  of  35  personality  traits  were  selected  as  representative  of  the  personality  demaia.  Inter- 
-  orrei.*tions  among  these  traits  were  obtained  tm  eight  sao^tes.  These  samples  differed  in  length  of 
ecgvaiiuam-  »h<p  from  three  days  to  a  year  or  more;  in  hind  ol  ocg  saint  oncer  hip  from  assessment 
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programs  io  a  military  training  course  to  a  fraternity  bouse  situation;  in  type  of  subject  from  airmen 
with  only  a  high  school  education  to  male  and  female  undergraduate  students  to  first-year  graduate 
students;  and  in  type  of  rater  from  very  naive  persons  to  cl'nicel  psychologists  and  psychiatrists 
with  years  of  experience  in  the  evaluation  of  personality.  Centroid  or  multiple-group  factors  were 
extracted  from  the  intercocrelations  and  rotated  orthogonally  to  simple  structure.  For  one  of  tne 
studies  an  independent  solution  was  obtained  in  which  analytic  rotations  were  accomplished  by  an 
IBM  650  computer  using  Kaiser's  normal  vqrimai  criterion. 

In  all  solutions  except  one  there  app*  ecu  to  he  live  relatively  strong  and  recurrent  factors 
and  nothing  more  of  any  conseguenc*  In  one  solution,  based  upon  data  from  undergraduate  women, 
the  fifth  factor  split  into  two  highly  toted  factors.  The  solution  obtained  by  analytic  rotations  usin< 
the  normal  varimax  criterion  was  for  ail  practical  purposes  identical  to  the  corresponding  solution  ob¬ 
tained  via  grc^hic  rotations  to  the  simple  structure  criterion. 

The  five  recurrent  factors  were  labeled  as  (1)  Surgency,  (2)  Agreeableness,  (3)  Dependability, 
(4)  Emotional  Stability,  and  (5)  Culture. 

While  no  claim  is  mode  by  the  authors  that  the  five  factors  identified  are  the  only  personality 
dimensions,  reasons  me  given  in  support  of  theii  fundamental  native  and  probable  invariance. 
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